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Introduction 

Across higher education, we lack a common under¬ 
standing of the language of public service. A confusing 
myriad of terms has arisen, and the rhetoric of public 
service is not clear to everyone. . . . [T]he lack of clear 
and comparable definitions and terms such as service, 
public service, professional service, community service, 
service learning, internships, practica, and so on . . . 
constraint] faculty involvement and ... make[s] effec¬ 
tive documentation and evaluation difficult (Holland, 

1999, p. 39). 

i arbara Hollands words still ring true in 2010—scholars 
and practitioners of outreach and engagement continue 
the never-ending search for a shared language to describe 
faculty work that addresses society’s practical concerns. In the 
decade since Holland’s observation, a confusing myriad of terms 
has proliferated as various institutions, associations, and disciplines 
have defined and interpreted publicly engaged scholarship for their 
specific audiences and contexts (Barker, 2004; Boyte & Hollander, 
1999; Ellison & Eatman, 2008; Kellogg Commission, 1996, 1999, 2000; 
Sandmann, 2008; Schomberg & Farmer, 1994). 

Although it is beyond the scope of this article to provide a 
comprehensive overview of all of the language used to describe 
publicly engaged scholarship, a few examples serve to illustrate 
the range of terminology used in different disciplines. First, in 
Imagining America’s Tenure Team Initiative Report (2008), based 
on a multi-year study of engagement in the arts, humanities, and 
design fields, Ellison and Eatman use a variety of terms, including 
publicly engaged academic work, public scholarship, public engage¬ 
ment, public scholarly and creative work, community partner¬ 
ships, publicly engaged humanists, civically engaged scholars, civic 
agency, civic professionals, and community engagement to describe 
engaged scholars and engaged scholarship in the arts, humani¬ 
ties, and design fields. In contrast, the rhetoric of publicly engaged 
scholarship in health and medical fields often uses the term 
clinical and translational science, a type of translational research 
that bridges the gap between laboratory discovery and practice, 
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otherwise known as the “bench to bedside interface” (Feldman, 
2008). Finally, in the social sciences, the language of publicly 
engaged scholarship includes participatory research, community 
partnerships, public scholarship, public information networks, and 
civic literacy, to name just a few terms (Barker, 2004). Each of these 
phrases has been used to describe the scholarly contributions fac¬ 
ulty members make to the public good. On one hand, this rhetoric 
signifies a welcome maturing and deepening of the engagement 
movement in the disciplines. On the other hand, the expanding 
terminology leaves institutional leaders, faculty members, and 
scholars of engagement without a “set of precise terms to describe 
and capture the community-oriented activities of faculty that are 
closely associated with core research, teaching, and service roles of 
the professoriate” (Wade &Demb, 2009, pp. 13-14). 

The lack of a language for publicly engaged scholarship 
poses a problem for institutional leaders, especially in light of 

public criticism concerning 
their institutions’ contributions 
to the greater good of society 
(Boyte, 2005; Kezar, Chambers, & 
Burkhardt, 2005; Matthews, 2006). 
In this demanding climate of 
public accountability, institutional 
leaders are challenged to move 
beyond the rhetoric of engage¬ 
ment to detail the contributions 
their faculty members make to 
better society. Communicating 
the value of publicly engaged 
scholarship to key external 
stakeholders—including legisla¬ 
tors, funding agencies, founda¬ 
tions, alumni, and prospective 
students—requires a clear understanding of the types of publicly 
engaged activities in which faculty members are involved. 

In addition, the wide variety of terms creates a challenge for 
institutional leaders who want to strengthen publicly engaged 
scholarship on their campuses. Recent research has shown a dis- 
juncture between administrators who promote publicly engaged 
scholarship at institutional levels and faculty members who col¬ 
laborate with communities as part of their scholarly practice 
(Moore & Ward, 2008, p. 20). In short, the generalized way publicly 
engaged scholarship is described by institutional leaders does 
not resonate with many faculty members. Similarly, the ways in 
which faculty members conceptualize and enact their community- 


“Communicating 
the value of publicly 
engaged scholarship 
to key external stake¬ 
holders. . .requires a 
clear understanding 
of the types of publicly 
engaged activities in 
which faculty members 
are involved.” 
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engaged scholarship are strongly influenced by disciplinary dis¬ 
course, reflecting approaches that are seldom universal enough 
to embody faculty activities in the entire institution (Diamond & 
Adam, 1995; Diamond & Adam, 2000; Ellison & Eatman, 2008; Kagan, 
2009). This leads to a disjuncture between the rhetoric of institu¬ 
tional leaders and the reality of engaged scholars. Needed is a way 
of describing publicly engaged scholarship that makes sense both 
to institutional leaders and to faculty members—a kind of middle 
ground where different types of publicly engaged scholarship are 
described in enough detail that faculty members may see their own 
scholarship reflected in the language, but in a language that is uni¬ 
versal and avoids the specificities of disciplinary rhetoric. 

To address these challenges, the researchers framed this study 
as an exploratory, qualitative inquiry to discover and name types 
of publicly engaged scholar¬ 
ship based on empirical data. 

Instead of analyzing the rhet¬ 
oric promoted by institutional 
leaders, the researchers focused 
on understanding the reality 
of publicly engaged scholar¬ 
ship as described by faculty 
members themselves. Through 
this bottom-up approach, they 
sought to develop a typology 
that was both reflective of the 
faculty experience and useful at 
the institutional level. 


“Instead of analyzing 
the rhetoric promoted 
by institutional leaders, 
the researchers focused 
on understanding 
the reality of publicly 
engaged scholarship 
as described by faculty 
members themselves.” 


Research Design 

The study’s purpose was to discover the types of publicly 
engaged scholarship in which faculty members are involved, and 
to develop a typology based upon faculty descriptions of engaged 
scholarship. Successfully promoted or tenured full-time faculty 
members at Michigan State University (MSU) provided consent 
for the researchers to use their promotion and tenure forms as this 
study’s initial source of data. A standard institution-wide promo¬ 
tion and tenure form is the one part of faculty members’ tenure 
dossiers that is kept on file with MSU’s Office of Academic Human 
Resources after the promotion or tenure decisions are rendered. 
As a result, the promotion and tenure forms were the only official 
institutional records available to the researchers for this study. 

In addition to promotion and tenure forms from MSU, the 
researchers incorporated a second source of data into the analysis. 
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Documents generated by faculty members at other research-inten¬ 
sive institutions about types of publicly engaged scholarship served 
as a second source of data in the refinement of the typology that 
emerged from the MSU promotion and tenure data. This second 
step in data analysis ensured that the typology was not bound 
strictly by institutional characteristics specific to Michigan State 
University. 

Research Questions 

Relying on both sources of data, the researchers organized 
this exploratory, qualitative study around the following research 
questions: 

1. What types of scholarly activities do faculty members 
report as publicly engaged scholarship? 

2. What typology of publicly engaged scholarship 
emerges from faculty descriptions of publicly engaged 
scholarship? 

The existing literature on faculty members’ publicly engaged 
scholarship focuses predominantly on institutional influences 
that enable or prohibit faculty engagement (e.g., mission, culture, 
reward systems, institutional leadership); personal characteristics 
of engaged faculty (e.g., race/ethnicity, gender, motivation, age); or 
professional influences on faculty members’ engaged scholarship 
(e.g., discipline, rank/status, length of time in academe) (Wade & 
Demb, 2009). 

To date, few researchers have addressed the characteristics or 
qualities of the work faculty members conduct as their engaged 
scholarship (Bloomgarden & O’Meara, 2007; Colbeck, 2002; Colbeck & 
Weaver, 2008; Colbeck & Wharton-Michael, 2006; Schomberg & Farmer, 
1994; Wade & Demb, 2009). When they have examined the faculty 
work of engagement, researchers have typically been interested 
in a single type of publicly engaged scholarship, such as service¬ 
learning (Abes, Jackson, & Jones, 2002; Hammond, 1994) or campus- 
community partnerships (McNall, Reed, Brown, & Allen, 2008; Phillips 
& Ward, 2009). Little research has focused on understanding the 
full spectrum of activities in which faculty members are involved 
as part of their publicly engaged scholarship. This study and its 
resulting typology of publicly engaged scholarship rooted in the 
daily practice of engagement, and grounded in the faculty expe¬ 
rience, represent a significant contribution to understanding the 
characteristics or qualities of engaged scholarship. 
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Definitions 

At MSU, outreach scholarship is defined as “a scholarly 
endeavor that cross-cuts teaching, research [and creative activi¬ 
ties], and service. It involves generating, transmitting, applying, 
and preserving knowledge for the direct benefit of external audi¬ 
ences in ways that are consistent with university and unit missions” 
(Michigan State University, Provost’s Committee on University Outreach, 
1993). The researchers framed this study using MSU’s definition 
of outreach scholarship because it emphasizes three commonly 
agreed-upon elements of publicly engaged scholarship. Engaged 
scholarship (1) is expressed in all three land-grant traditional uni¬ 
versity missions (instruction, research, and service); (2) is both 
informed by and generative of scholarship; and (3) is for the public 
good of society. 

Based on this definition and the report by the Provost’s 
Committee on University Outreach, the researchers further delin¬ 
eated what would and would not be considered publicly engaged 
scholarship in this study. Community service and volunteering 
were excluded when they lacked a scholarly foundation or con¬ 
nection to the faculty member’s disciplinary expertise. Private 
consulting (or outside work for pay) was also excluded when it 
fulfilled individual, not unit or university, missions. Faculty contri¬ 
butions to university, college, or department committees were not 
included because they do not directly benefit audiences external to 
the university. In addition, faculty contributions to scholarly and 
professional associations were typically excluded, again because 
they do not directly benefit audiences external to the university. 
However, in instances where the scholarly and professional asso¬ 
ciations served practitioners as well as academics, faculty mem¬ 
bers’ service to these organizations was considered to be publicly 
engaged scholarship. 

The researchers interpreted MSU’s definitional phrase for the 
direct benefit of external audiences broadly to encompass publics or 
communities beyond the usual geographic communities defined 
by the physical boundaries of place, such as neighborhoods, cities, 
or regions. The researchers used a definition of community that 
included communities of identity (e.g., communities of individuals 
who share race, gender, or other individual characteristics); com¬ 
munities of affiliation or interest (e.g., groups of people who feel 
connected to one another through a common set of values they act 
upon together); communities of circumstance (e.g., communities 
that form around a common experience such as surviving a flood 
or managing a specific disease); and communities of faith, kin, or 
profession (e.g., communities organized around specific practices) 
(Fraser, 2005; Ife, 1995; Marsh, 1999; Mattessich & Monsey, 1997). 
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Not only does this definition draw upon contemporary schol¬ 
arship in the community development field, but it also ensures that 
the study does not value some community partners over others. 
The researchers did not want to exclude, by definition, community 
partners naturally associated with some disciplines such as busi¬ 
ness and engineering, which tend to be underemphasized in the 
institutional rhetoric; or to highlight community partners asso¬ 
ciated with other disciplines such as health and social sciences, 
which tend to be overemphasized in the institutional rhetoric 
about engagement. For example, faculty members in business or 
engineering might use their disciplinary knowledge or expertise 
to improve management or manufacturing practices in industry. 
Industry may be a more natural public for these disciplines than 
a community-based nonprofit organization, human services orga¬ 
nization, or city government—the community partners usually 
considered in engaged scholarship. As the typology developed, the 
researchers were mindful of the different disciplinary expressions 
of publicly engaged scholarship, and wanted to ensure from the 
outset that the emerging typology was pluralistic and equitable in 
its scope. 

Site of the Study 

Because little was known about types of publicly engaged 
scholarship, the researchers framed this research as an exploratory, 
qualitative study, and purposefully limited data collection to one 
institution (Creswell, 1998, p. 118). The researchers chose a study site 
where faculty members could be expected to provide rich, detailed 
descriptions of a broad range of publicly engaged scholarship. 
Michigan State University was selected as the study site because it 
is (1) a land-grant university with an institutional mandate to serve 
society; (2) a research-intensive university where faculty members 
are expected to achieve excellence in research and creative activi¬ 
ties, instruction, and service; (3) a campus where senior faculty 
members and institutional leaders have led significant initiatives 
to define, promote, and support scholarly outreach and engage¬ 
ment; and (4) a university designated as a Carnegie Classified 
Community Engagement institution. Michigan State University is 
also a place where the researchers had little difficulty gaining access 
to the institutional data needed for the study. 

Limitations of the Study 

There were two limitations related to this study’s research 
design. First, the study was based on faculty data from one institu¬ 
tion—a research-intensive, land-grant university. Although a single 
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site was deemed to be an appropriate research design choice for an 
exploratory study, the specific nature, history, and characteristics 
of the institution where the study was conducted may have influ¬ 
enced the emergence of the types of publicly engaged scholarship. 
To address this limitation, the researchers expanded data analysis 
to include data from institutions other than the main study site. 
During the second phase of data analysis, the researchers incorpo¬ 
rated scholarship generated by faculty members at the Pennsylvania 
State University (Chang, 2000; Hyman, Ayers, Cash, Fahnline, Gold, 
Gurgevich, Herrmann, Jurs, Roth, Swisher, Whittington, and Wright, 
2000); North Carolina State University (2010a, 2010b); University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (2007); University of Saskatchewan 
(2006; McLean, 2005); University of Buffalo (2005); Middle Tennessee 
State University (2010); University of Wisconsin-Madison (2010); 
and University of Indiana/Purdue University, Indianapolis (2010). 
These institutions were selected for this study because their faculty 
members have published institutional documents or other scholar¬ 
ship defining types of publicly engaged scholarship. 

The study’s primary source of data, promotion and tenure 
documents, was another limitation. These data may not have been 
robustly reflective of publicly engaged scholarship due to the pos¬ 
sibility that faculty members intentionally underreported publicly 
engaged scholarship during their promotion and tenure process. 
For example, at some institutions, pre-tenured faculty may be 
encouraged to postpone reporting engaged scholarship, especially 
more innovative or experimental community-based activities, 
until after they have achieved tenure (Ellison & Batman, 2008). It is 
possible that these unreported activities affected the development 
of the typology. To address this limitation, the researchers incor¬ 
porated non-promotion and tenure data sources into the second 
phase of analysis. These additional sources of data included the fol¬ 
lowing: institutional documents defining outreach and engagement 
written by members of faculty task forces; promotion and tenure 
guidelines written by faculty committees; conference presenta¬ 
tions about types of engaged scholarship given by faculty teams; 
and program planning documents written by members of faculty 
curriculum committees. 

Despite these limitations, this study’s research design and data 
represent a significant departure from past studies that have made 
use of promotion and tenure data for research related to publicly 
engaged scholarship. Past studies have employed designs with small 
sample sizes, such as the single autoethnographic case study (Smith, 
2003) or the recent analysis of 25 promotion and tenure packets 
from around the country (Moore & Ward, 2008). For this study, the 
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researchers intentionally emphasized breadth and depth through 
the analysis of 173 promotion and tenure forms from multiple col¬ 
leges within one university, and strengthened that analysis with 
documents generated by faculty members at other institutions. 

Faculty Demographics 

This study included data from tenure-track faculty members 
who successfully completed promotion and tenure review begin¬ 
ning in 2002, the year after Michigan State University’s promotion 
and tenure instructions and form were revised to encourage the 
reporting of publicly engaged scholarship. Based on the availability 
of promotion and tenure forms, the researchers analyzed data 
from successful faculty members, and excluded tenure-track fac¬ 
ulty members who underwent third-year reappointment reviews; 
were unsuccessful in promotion and tenure review; were no longer 
employed at the university; and/or no longer held tenure-track 
appointments at the university. In the 2002-2006 study period, 376 
tenure-track faculty members met the study’s eligibility criteria. 
The researchers received informed consent from 46% of those fac¬ 
ulty members. Table 1 summarizes the demographic and appoint¬ 
ment data for the faculty members in this study. 


Table 1: Demographics of Faculty Members Included in Study 

Gender 


College of Primary Appointment 

Male 

69% 


Agriculture & Natural 

26% 




Resources 


Female 

31% 


Arts & Letters, 

12% 




including Music 


Ethnicity/race 


Business 

4% 

White 

80% 


Communication Arts 

2% 




& Sciences 


Nonwhite 

20% 


Education 

5% 

Black 

5% 


Engineering 

5% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 

10% 


Human Medicine 

4% 

Hispanic 

2% 


Social Science 

13% 

American Indian/Alaska Native 

3% 


Natural Science 

18% 

Current Rank 


Nursing 

2% 

Assistant professor 

62.5% 


Osteopathic Medicine 

3% 




Veterinary Medicine 

3% 

Associate professor 

37.5% 


Other primary tenure 

3% 




home 
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Using chi-square analysis, the researchers determined that 
this study’s faculty members were representative of the full-time, 
tenure-track faculty at Michigan State University during the 2002- 
2006 study period. 

Data Sources, Collection, and Analysis 
Data Sources 

In 2001, Michigan State University’s promotion and tenure 
instructions and form were revised to encourage administrators 
and faculty members to report publicly engaged scholarship. The 
university-wide committee charged with making revision recom¬ 
mendations to the provost decided to embed opportunities to 
report scholarly outreach and engagement throughout the form, 
instead of creating a separate category dedicated to engaged schol¬ 
arship. This decision reflected the institution’s emphasis on the 
crosscutting nature of scholarly outreach and engagement (for a 
full description of revisions to the promotion and tenure form, see Glass, 
Doberneck, & Schweitzer, 2009). Because publicly engaged scholarly 
activities are reported throughout the form, the researchers read, 
coded, and analyzed each faculty member’s promotion and tenure 
form from beginning to end. 

MSU’s promotion and tenure forms can be found at http:// 
www.chmfacultyaffairs.msu.edu/promotion.htm. The forms com¬ 
prise three sections: a cover sheet with demographic and appoint¬ 
ment data; a section completed by university administrators (e.g., 
college deans, school directors, and/or department chairs); and 
a section completed by faculty members. Faculty members also 
include a personal statement and their curriculum vitae as an offi¬ 
cial part of their promotion and tenure packages (MSU Office of the 
Provost, 2001). 

Because faculty descriptions of publicly engaged scholar¬ 
ship were this study’s focus, the researchers limited the analysis 
to the faculty section of the promotion and tenure form, personal 
statements, and curricula vitae. The faculty section of the form 
comprises five parts: instruction; research and creative activities; 
service within the academic and broader community; additional 
reporting; and grant proposals. 

• The instruction section contains five questions, 
relating to undergraduate and graduate credit instruc¬ 
tion; noncredit instruction; academic advising; 
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instructional works; and other evidence of instruc¬ 
tional activity. 

• The research and creative activities section requires 
information in four categories, including a list of 
research/creative works; the quantity of research/ 
creative works; the number of grants received; and 
other evidence of research/creative activities. 

• The part pertaining to service within the academic 
and broader community consists of three sections, 
including service to scholarly and professional orga¬ 
nizations; service within the university; and service 
within the broader community. 

• The additional reporting section calls for informa¬ 
tion in three categories, including evidence of other 
scholarship; integration across multiple missions; and 
other awards/evidence. 

• The grant proposals section comprises four areas, 
including grants for instruction; research/creative 
activities; service to the academic community; and 
service to the broader community. Faculty members 
reported scholarly outreach and engagement activities 
in all five faculty sections of the form as well as in their 
personal statements and their curricula vitae. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

After receiving informed consent from participants, the 
researchers accessed faculty members’ promotion and tenure 
forms at the Office of Academic Human Resources. The researchers 
scanned the documents electronically for ease of storage but coded 
the data by hand in order to attend to the nuanced language used 
by faculty members in describing their publicly engaged scholar¬ 
ship. The researchers followed data analysis practices guided by 
interpretive content analysis, which is well-suited for the analysis of 
large volumes of unstructured data, especially when content does 
not have singular or shared meanings, and when the context of the 
given text influences the interpretation of its meaning (Krippendorff, 
2004). For example, in faculty descriptions of their publicly engaged 
scholarship, a plant biologist may use the word community to refer 
to a grouping of species in an ecosystem, while a social worker may 
use it to refer to individuals who attend a support group associated 
with a particular disease or situation. In other words, the word 
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community may have a completely different meaning depending 
on the context in which the faculty member uses it. Interpretive 
content analysis allowed the researchers to take nuanced mean¬ 
ings into consideration as they coded and analyzed the data. They 
developed a systemic coding scheme to make judgments about 
the meanings of words based on their contexts both reliable and 
consistent. 

The researchers selected the scholarly engagement activity as 
the unit of analysis. They took care to code each unique scholarly 
engagement activity reported by faculty members regardless of the 
level of detail the faculty member used to describe the activity (e.g., 
sometimes the descriptions were paragraphs long, and other times 
the activities were mentioned as a single line on a faculty member’s 
curriculum vitae). This variation in the amount of descriptive detail 
was not salient given this study’s research questions, which were 
focused on the identification of types, and not the evaluation of the 
quality or enumeration of the described activities. 

The researchers developed the coding scheme inductively 
using the constant comparative method over the course of three 
iterations (Glaser, 1965; Glaser & Strauss, 1967). During the first itera¬ 
tion, the researchers independently reviewed a subsample of the 
promotion and tenure forms and recorded as many potential types 
of publicly engaged scholarly activities as possible, as reported in 
the faculty sections, personal statements, and curricula vitae. Based 
on this surface coding, the researchers compared the activities, dis¬ 
cussed differences and similarities, and agreed upon an initial set 
of types. During these meetings, the researchers worked to identify 
types that were mutually exclusive and clarified the coding rules 
to ensure consistency. As the researchers moved from surface 
coding to pattern coding in the second iteration, they coded the 
data until the types reached the saturation point (Glaser & Strauss, 
1967). Eleven types of publicly engaged scholarship reported by 
faculty members emerged from the promotion and tenure data. 
The researchers assigned each type of publicly engaged scholarship 
a label, and wrote a detailed definition to specify the character¬ 
istics of the type (Boyatzis, 1998). The researchers also developed 
rules for inclusion and exclusion, and continuously updated the 
codebook to improve intercoder agreement among team members 
(MacQueen, McLellan, Kay, & Milstein, 1998; Mayring, 2000). 



Research & Creative Activities Instruction Service Commercialized Activities 
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Existing Scholarship as a Second Source of Data 

To strengthen this study, the researchers turned to existing 
research as a second data source. Initially, the researchers focused 
on other empirical studies about types of publicly engaged scholar¬ 
ship. Discovering only one such study (Schomberg & Farmer, 1994), 
the researchers expanded this phase of analysis to include other 
scholarly (but not empirical) materials that addressed publicly 
engaged scholarship, including institutional documents defining 
outreach and engagement written by members of faculty task 
forces; promotion and tenure guidelines written by faculty commit¬ 
tees; and conference presentations about types of engaged scholar¬ 
ship given by faculty research teams (Bargerstock, Church, Joshi, & 
Zimmerman, 2004; Chang, 2000; Checkoway, 1998; Frank, 2008; McLean, 
2005; North Carolina State University, 2009; Schomberg, 2006; Schomberg 
& Farmer, 1994). The researchers used interpretive content analysis 
and the constant comparative method to incorporate information 
from the literature review into the typology. At the conclusion of 
this third phase of analysis, the researchers expanded the number 
of types from 11 to 14. The three additional types—nontraditional 
audiences, managed learning environments, and cocurricular ser¬ 
vice-learning—were subdivisions of existing types and represented 
a more nuanced understanding of the publicly engaged scholarship 
conducted by faculty. The researchers documented the emergence 
of the final typology in Figure 1 (Anfara, Brown, & Mangione, 2002). 

Findings: A Typology of 
Publicly Engaged Scholarship 

Combining the analysis of promotion and tenure data with 
the existing scholarship, the researchers identified 14 different 
types of activities that faculty members are involved in as publicly 
engaged scholarship (see Table 2). These types fell into four broad 
categories—publicly engaged research and creative activities (four 
types); publicly engaged instruction (five types); publicly engaged 
service (four types); and publicly engaged commercialized activi¬ 
ties (one type). This section continues with detailed descriptions 
of each type, including definitions, examples, and exclusions. The 
researchers have illustrated the types with examples from the pro¬ 
motion and tenure data (paraphrased to ensure the confidentiality 
of the faculty members’ identities). 
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Table 2. Sample of the Program’s Weekly Schedule 

Publicly Engaged Research and Creative Activities 

1. Research-business, industry, commodity, group funded 

2. Research-nonprofit, foundation, government funded 

3. Research-unfunded or intramurally funded applied research 

4. Creative activities 

Publicly Engaged Instruction 

5. Instruction-credit-nontraditional audiences 

6. Instruction-credit-curricular, community-engaged learning 

7. Instruction-noncredit-classes and programs 

8. Instruction-noncredit-managed learning environments 

9. Instruction-noncredit-public understanding, events, and media 

Publicly Engaged Service 

10. Service-technical assistance, expert testimony, and legal advice 
I I. Service-cocurricular service-learning 

12. Service-patient clinical, and diagnostic services 

13. Service-advisory boards and other discipline-related service 

Publicly Engaged Commercialized Activities 

14. Commercialized activities 


Publicly Engaged Research and Creative 
Activities 

Publicly engaged research and creative activities are associ¬ 
ated with the discovery of new knowledge, the development of 
new insights and understanding, and the creation of new artistic 
or literary performances and expressions—in collaboration with 
community partners, broadly defined. Researchers and community 
partners may collaborate in defining research questions, deciding 
on the research design, gathering data, analyzing and interpreting 
data, and disseminating the results (Stanton, 2008). Types 1, 2, and 
3 are related to research, discovery, and inquiry, while Type 4 is 
related to creative activities. At some institutions, this broad cat¬ 
egory is called outreach-research and focuses on the generation of 
knowledge conducted in collaboration with community. 

Type I. Research-business, industry, com¬ 
modity, group funded. 

Business, industry, or commodity group funded research 
includes sponsored research or inquiry supported through grants 
or contracts from businesses, industries, trade associations, or 
commodity groups (e.g., agricultural or natural resource groups) 
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that generates new knowledge to address practical problems expe¬ 
rienced by public or practitioner audiences. General examples 
include market analysis; consumer research; sales analysis; soft¬ 
ware research and development; engineering and manufacturing 
research; advanced materials science; field trials and tests; food 
quality, production, and safety research; improvement of posthar¬ 
vest and postproduction processes; improved facility design; gene 
mapping and genomic research; prevention and management of 
crop and animal diseases; and other scholarship to generate new 
knowledge to solve practical problems experienced by business, 
industry, trade associations, or commodity groups. Research con¬ 
ducted to advance an academic field (e.g., basic research), or that 
is shared solely with research audiences is excluded. 

Business, industry, or commodity group funded examples 
from the promotion and tenure data include a multi-business- 
funded center to study the effects of direct delivery to customers; 
research sponsored by the national pork producers on biosensors 
to determine pathogenic contamination; and a study of depression 
treatment in nursing homes funded by a major pharmaceutical 
company. 

Type 2. Research-nonprofit, foundation, gov¬ 
ernment funded. 

Nonprofit, foundation, or government funded research 
includes sponsored research or inquiry supported through grants 
or contracts from community-based organizations, nonprofit orga¬ 
nizations, foundations, or government agencies that generates new 
knowledge to address practical problems experienced by public or 
practitioner audiences. General examples include community- 
based participatory research; public policy analysis; evaluation 
research; community needs assessments; applied research; educa¬ 
tional research; research conducted collaboratively with commu¬ 
nity partners; community assessments and evaluations; and other 
scholarship to generate new knowledge at the direct request of, or 
in conjunction with, a public (nonuniversity) audience, including 
neighborhoods, agencies, schools, museums, park districts, towns, 
cities, counties, regional governments, state or federal govern¬ 
ments, or professional associations. Research conducted to advance 
an academic field (e.g., basic research) or that is shared solely with 
research audiences is excluded. 

Nonprofit, foundation, or government funded examples from 
the promotion and tenure data include the establishment of a 
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stroke surveillance system, funded by the Michigan Economic 
Development Corporation; a study about children of battered 
women, funded by the National Institute of Mental Health; and a 
participatory action-research project on integrated farming systems 
and rural transformation, funded by the W. K. Kellogg Foundation. 

Type 3. Research-unfunded or intramurally 
funded applied research. 

Unfunded or intramurally funded applied research includes 
community-responsive or community-based research or inquiry 
that is not funded by a community partner but instead is pursued 
by faculty members through intramural support or as financially 
unsupported research or inquiry. The focus is on generating new 
knowledge to address practical problems experienced by public 
or practitioner audiences. General examples include pilot studies; 
applied research; community-based participatory research; public 
policy analysis; program evaluation research; process design and 
improvement; needs assessments; and other scholarship to gen¬ 
erate new knowledge at the direct request of or in conjunction with 
a public (nonuniversity) partner. Research conducted to advance 
an academic field (e.g., basic research), or that is shared solely with 
research audiences is excluded. 

Unfunded or intramurally funded applied research examples 
from the promotion and tenure data include internally funded 
(Extension, and university outreach and engagement) research 
on increasing nutrition literacy through interactive technology; 
an unfunded, experimental evaluation of a residential “tagged” 
abatement program; and a study funded by a Michigan State 
University business-incubator grant to examine racial, socioeco¬ 
nomic, and geospatial cancer incidence in Detroit. 

Type 4. Creative activities. 

Creative activities are original creations of artistic, literary, 
fine, performing, or applied arts and other expressions or activi¬ 
ties of creative disciplines or fields that are made available to or 
generated in collaboration with a public (nonuniversity) audience. 
General examples include musical compositions, literary perfor¬ 
mances, artistic performances, and curatorial activities. Excluded, 
for example, is the presentation and maintenance of a collection 
of artifacts or materials in a managed learning environment (see 
Type 8). 

Creative activity examples from the promotion and tenure 
data include the recitation of original poetry at community poetry 
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night; free and publicly available software designed to generate 
poetry; and a new English singing translation of an Italian com¬ 
poser’s comic opera. 

Publicly Engaged Instruction 

Publicly engaged instruction is organized around sharing 
knowledge with various audiences through either formal or 
informal arrangements. Types of publicly engaged instruction 
vary by the relationship among the teacher, the learner, and the 
learning context. Types 5 and 6 are related to credit instruction. 
Types 7, 8, and 9 are related to noncredit instruction and public 
understanding generally. At some institutions, this broad category 
is known as outreach-teaching and focuses on the transmission of 
knowledge to and from audiences external to the university. 

Type 5. Instruction-credit-nontraditional 
audiences. 

The nontraditional audience type includes classes and instruc¬ 
tional programs that offer student-academic credit hours and are 
designed and marketed specifically to serve those who are neither 
traditional campus degree seekers nor campus staff. Such courses 
and programs are often scheduled at times and in places convenient 
to the working adult. General examples include weekend or evening 
degree programs; off-campus degree programs; for-credit offerings 
available through distance technology to nontraditional audiences; 
and online credit-bearing, certificate programs. Excluded are 
faculty or staff development programs, and for-credit experiences, 
either campus-based or community-based, for traditional degree 
seekers (see Type 6). 

Examples of publicly engaged scholarship for the nontra¬ 
ditional audience from the promotion and tenure data include 
teaching an online course to students at the Industrial Design 
Center at Mumbai, India; teaching a two-week, for-credit music 
learning theory certificate summer workshop for teachers; and the 
development of a five-week, web-based module for the professional 
M.S. program in food safety offered by the National Food Safety 
and Toxicology Center. 

Type 6. Instruction-credit-curricular, commu¬ 
nity-engaged learning. 

Curricular, community-engaged learning refers to classes and 
curricular programs in which students learn with, through, and 
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from community partners, in a community context, under the 
guidance and supervision of faculty members. Structured reflec¬ 
tion on the connection between the experience of working with 
community members and the content of the academic experience 
is expected. These experiences may be credit-bearing, or may be 
organized by a curricular program such as the Honors College. 
Examples include academic service-learning; community-based 
research; overseas study or international engagement with service¬ 
learning in a foreign country; student research for industry or other 
community partners as part of a credit-bearing course; and clinical 
instruction and supervision in medical, veterinary, or other clinics. 
Excluded are forms of experiential education, such as internships, 
career-oriented practica, and cooperative placements in which the 
emphasis is on learning career skills, or reflection on the connec¬ 
tions between practice and content is not required; service-learning 
experiences that are nonacademic or not-for-credit (see Type 11); 
and most study abroad programs. 

Curricular, community-engaged learning examples from the 
promotion and tenure data include industry-sponsored projects 
in a capstone course in computer science and engineering; ser¬ 
vice-learning courses focused on getting out the vote; community- 
based research for local planning departments and environmental 
agencies; and clinical instruction and supervision in the College of 
Veterinary Medicine. 

Type 7. Instruction-noncredit-classes and 
programs. 

Noncredit classes and programs include classes and instruc¬ 
tional programs marketed specifically to those who are neither 
degree seekers nor campus staff. They are designed to meet planned 
learning outcomes for which academic credit hours are not offered. 
Workshops and conference presentations for practitioner (not 
academic) audiences count. In lieu of academic credit, these pro¬ 
grams sometimes provide certificates of completion or continuing 
education units, or meet requirements of occupational licensure. 
General examples include continuing education; contract courses 
for specific individuals; short courses for practicing professionals; 
educational programs for alumni; precollege programs; personal 
enrichment programs; leisure learning tours; and noncredit, vir¬ 
tual university programs. Excluded are programs designed for and 
targeted to faculty and staff (such as professional development pro¬ 
grams) or MSU degree-seeking students (such as career prepara¬ 
tion or study skills classes); any credit-bearing class (see Types 5 or 
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6); and learning that takes place outside the classroom (see Types 
8 and 9). 

Noncredit classes and program examples from the promotion 
and tenure data include development and management of state¬ 
wide pesticide applicators’ training; courses on pavement design, 
rehabilitation, management, and materials for the private sector 
and Department of Transportation engineers; and a three-day 
training session for national park staff on estimating the economic 
impact of national park visitors. 

Type 8. Instruction-noncredit-managed 
learning environments. 

Managed learning environments are scholarly resources 
designed for general public audiences that are often learner-ini¬ 
tiated and learner-paced. General examples include museums, 
libraries, gardens, galleries, exhibits; expositions; demonstrations; 
and fairs. Excluded are collaborations with the general public to 
create new understanding (see Types 1,2, or 3); original artistic or 
interpretive creations (see Type 4); formal presentations of schol¬ 
arly materials to practitioner audiences (see Type 7); and transla¬ 
tion of scholarship to general public audiences through media (see 
Type 9). 

Managed learning environment examples from the promo¬ 
tion and tenure data include the management of educational pro¬ 
gramming in the Michigan 4-H Children’s Garden, and a museum 
exhibition about Native American warriors at a local community- 
based resource center. 

Type 9. Instruction-noncredit-public under¬ 
standing, events, and media. 

The public understanding, events, and media category con¬ 
cerns the creation of scholarly resources designed for the general 
public that are accessible through print, radio, television, or web 
media. General examples include self-paced educational materials 
and products (e.g., bulletins, pamphlets, encyclopedia entries, 
educational broadcasting, CD-ROMs, software, and textbooks for 
lay audiences); dissemination of scholarship through media (e.g., 
speakers’ bureau, TV appearances, newspaper interviews, radio 
broadcasts, web pages, and podcasts, if scholarly and readily avail¬ 
able to the public); and popular writing in newsletters, popular 
press, or practitioner-oriented publications. Excluded are collabo¬ 
rations with the general public to create new understanding (see 
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Types 1,2, or 3); original artistic or interpretive creations (see Type 
4); formal presentations of scholarly materials to practitioner audi¬ 
ences (see Type 7); and presentation of scholarly materials in man¬ 
aged learning environments (see Type 8). 

Public understanding, events, and media examples from the 
promotion and tenure data include a free, publicly available digital 
library of African resources; an annual statewide public event to 
introduce Michigan residents to opportunities for enjoying and 
sustaining natural heritage; a pocket guide for identifying pests on 
small fruit trees, distributed through Cooperative Extension; and 
popular press writing to explain breakthroughs in science to the 
public. 

Publicly Engaged Service 

Publicly engaged service is associated with the use of university 
expertise to address specific issues (ad hoc or longer term) identi¬ 
fied by individuals, organizations, or communities. This type is not 
primarily driven by research questions (though research may be 
of secondary interest). Types 10, 11, 12, and 13 are related to ways 
in which university students, graduate students, staff, and faculty 
members use their knowledge in service to individuals, organiza¬ 
tions, or communities. In Types 10,11, and 13 members of the uni¬ 
versity usually attend to community concerns in the community, 
whereas in Type 12 members of the community usually physically 
come to the university for assistance. Types 10, 11, and 12 address 
a specific short- or medium-term issue or need, while Type 13 is 
often related to an ongoing type of assistance or advice. At some 
institutions, this broad category is known as outreach-service, and 
focuses on the application of knowledge to address specific com¬ 
munity issues or identified needs. 

Type 10. Service-technical assistance, expert 
testimony, and legal advice. 

Technical assistance, expert testimony, and legal advice 
includes the provision of university-based knowledge, or other 
scholarly advice, through direct interaction with nonuniversity 
clients who have requested assistance to address an issue or solve 
a problem. General examples include technical assistance, expert 
testimony, legal advice, and organizational management consulting 
(e.g., strategic planning, human resources consulting). Excluded 
are activities where research questions drive the process or rela¬ 
tionship with the public (see Types 1,2, and 3); service on advisory 
boards, government commissions, or task forces (see Type 13); and 
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indirect provision (e.g., websites or bulletins) of university exper¬ 
tise or knowledge to solve community problems (see Type 9). 

Technical assistance, expert testimony, and legal advice exam¬ 
ples from the promotion and tenure data include an on-call advi¬ 
sory service about swine reproduction; consultation and transla¬ 
tion of a lesser-spoken language for a movie company; and tech¬ 
nical advice to several community-based organizations on asset 
mapping. 

Type I I. Service-cocurricular service-learning. 

Cocurricular service-learning refers to service-learning expe¬ 
riences that are not offered in conjunction with a credit-bearing 
course or academic program, and do not include reflection on 
community practice or connections between content and the expe¬ 
rience. General examples include service-learning organized by 
student organizations (e.g., service fraternities or sororities); alter¬ 
native spring break programs (as long as they are not associated 
with for-credit classes); and faculty members serving as advisors 
to student groups who perform community or volunteer service. 
Excluded are individual volunteerism unrelated to disciplinary 
expertise; and for-credit service-learning experiences (see Type 6). 

One cocurricular service-learning example from the promo¬ 
tion and tenure data is the development of a statewide judging 
competition for students, industry representatives, and faculty 
members involved in the dairy sciences. 

Type 12. Service-patient, clinical, and diag¬ 
nostic services. 

The patient, clinical, and diagnostic services category includes 
services offered to human and animal clients, with care provided by 
university faculty members, or professional or graduate students, 
through hospitals, laboratories, and clinics. General examples 
include medical/veterinary clinical practice, forensics laboratories, 
genetic testing clinics, counseling clinics, or crisis center services. 
Excluded are activities that are primarily for clinical instruction of 
medical and graduate students as part of their professional educa¬ 
tion (see Type 6). 

Patient, clinical, and diagnostic service examples from the 
promotion and tenure data include forensic investigations per¬ 
formed at a campus lab; clinical services provided by a campus- 
based pediatrician; and rehabilitation counseling services offered 
to individuals with disabilities. 



26 Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement 


Type 13. Service-advisory boards and other 
discipline-related service. 

Advisory boards and other discipline-related service pertains 
to contributions of scholarly expertise made by MSU faculty mem¬ 
bers, staff members, and students at the request of nonuniversity 
audiences on an ad hoc or ongoing basis. General examples include 
serving on advisory committees, government boards, task forces, 
or nonprofit boards of directors, where disciplinary knowledge 
is expected. Excluded are contributions to departmental, college, 
or university committees, task forces, or academic governance 
(because this service does not benefit communities external to the 
university); service to scholarly, disciplinary, or professional orga¬ 
nizations (except when those organizations serve both practitio¬ 
ners and academics); and individual volunteerism or community 
service unrelated to the individual’s scholarly area of expertise. 

Advisory board and other discipline-related service examples 
from the promotion and tenure data include serving as a member 
of an advisory group to a corporate foundation or on a business 
management research team at an accounting firm; serving as a 
board member at a local educational outreach center with exhibits 
relating to Native American people; and providing leadership and 
assistance to the Fisheries Division of the Michigan Department 
of Natural Resources. 

Publicly Engaged Commercialized Activities 

Publicly engaged commercialized activities are associated with 
a variety of projects in which university-generated knowledge is 
translated into practical or commercial applications for the eco¬ 
nomic benefit of individuals, organizations, or communities. 

Type 14. Commercialized activities. 

Commercialized activities involve the translation of new 
knowledge generated by the university to the public through the 
commercialization of discoveries. General examples include copy¬ 
rights, patents, and licenses for commercial use; innovation and 
entrepreneurship activities; technology transfer; new business 
development and entrepreneurship activities; and community and 
economic development activities such as university-managed busi¬ 
ness incubators or technology parks. Excluded are applied research 
or inquiry that forms the basis for commercialized activities (see 
Types 1,2, 3, or 4), and individual consultations conducted by fac¬ 
ulty members outside work-for-pay (consulting as part of assigned 
unit or university responsibilities is included). 
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Commercialized activity examples from the promotion and 
tenure data include patents associated with subsequent business 
venture lasers and spectrometry; development of multiple FDA- 
cleared products to use in human patients to repair rotator cuffs; 
development of surgical implants to use in veterinary orthopedic 
applications; and patents for the use of a form of copper as a wood 
preservative. 

Uses of the Typology: Implications for 
Research, Policy, and Practice 

This article proposes a typology of publicly engaged schol¬ 
arship: an empirical, systematic way of conceptualizing, docu¬ 
menting, and communicating about the scholarly contributions 
faculty members make to the public good. Encompassing the full 
gamut of faculty contributions across their research, instruction, 
and service roles, this typology may be used as the basis for future 
research and improved policy and practice. 

Future Research Directions 

The purpose of exploratory research, almost by definition, is 
to provide an empirical basis for continued inquiry into the issue 
of interest. This study is no different. The typology that emerged 
from this analysis should be considered a starting point for future 
research. The first two suggestions for future research concern 
continued development and refinement of the typology itself; the 
remaining recommendations include suggestions for coupling the 
typology with other analyses to advance understanding about fac¬ 
ulty involvement in publicly engaged scholarship. 

First, future researchers may be interested in conducting sim¬ 
ilar studies at other research-intensive, land-grant, or Carnegie 
Classified Community Engagement institutions. These studies 
may be framed emicly (with typologies emerging from data at the 
other institutions) or eticly (with the current typology used as a 
framework). Refinements based on this research would ensure the 
typology’s utility for cross-institutional purposes by minimizing 
the limitations of a single-site study. 

Second, researchers may seek to develop the typology at col¬ 
leges and universities that do not share institutional characteristics 
with the study site. For example, research at liberal arts colleges 
might reveal more nuanced types of publicly engaged instruc¬ 
tion, and research conducted at universities with campus-based 
teaching hospitals might reveal different points of emphasis in the 
publicly engaged service types. Whether conducted at similar or 
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dissimilar institutions, a worthwhile goal of future research would 
be to reduce the number of types from 14 to a number under 10 to 
improve the typology’s overall usefulness. 

Third, faculty involvement in publicly engaged scholarship is 
shaped by a complex interaction between personal and professional 
factors (Colbeck & Wharton-Michael, 2006; Wade & Demb, 2009). Most 
research has focused on the relationship between publicly engaged 
scholarship and personal factors (e.g. gender, race/ethnicity, age) 
or professional factors (e.g. rank, tenure status, appointment, dis¬ 
cipline) (Abes et al, 2002; Antonio, 2002; Antonio, Astin, & Cress, 2000; 
Baez, 2000; Jaeger & Thornton, 2006; O’Meara, 2002; Vogelgesang, Denson, 
& Jayakumar, 2005; Wade & Demb, 2009). The question of which fac¬ 
ulty members become involved in what types of publicly engaged 
scholarship remains largely unexplored. 

Fourth, the influence of the disciplines on faculty involve¬ 
ment in publicly engaged scholarship has been of long-standing 
interest to researchers interested in publicly engaged scholarship. 
Much of the macro-level disciplinary research has sought to ascer¬ 
tain which disciplines are more likely to have faculty members 
involved in publicly engaged scholarship (Abes et al, 2002; Antonio 
et al, 2000; Kagan, 2009; Vogelgesang et al, 2005; Ward, 2003; Zlotkowski, 
2005). Other researchers have approached the question from a dis¬ 
ciplinary perspective seeking deeper insight into what engage¬ 
ment looks like in a specific discipline or in disciplinary groupings 
(Ellison & Batman, 2008). Despite Schomberg’s (2006) conclusion that 
“what was a preferred form of public service in one college was not 
in another,” (p.81) few scholars, if any, have studied how different 
types of publicly engaged scholarship are more or less likely to be 
undertaken by faculty members in different disciplines. 

Finally, the typology may be useful in future research about 
faculty members’ motivations for involvement in publicly engaged 
scholarship. Existing research about faculty motivation has either 
focused on service-learning (a single type of publicly engaged 
scholarship) (Abes et al, 2002; Hammond, 1994; McKay & Rozee, 2004), 
or on faculty community engagement writ large (i.e., all types of 
publicly engaged scholarship combined) (Antonio etal, 2000; Colbeck 
& Weaver, 2008; O’Meara, 2008). As this line of inquiry—motivation 
for engagement—matures, a more nuanced understanding of why 
faculty members become involved in different types of publicly 
engaged scholarship will be of interest. 

Implications for Policy and Practice 

In addition to future research directions, the study’s findings 
suggest several implications for policy and practice, including 
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cross-institutional comparisons, institutional responses to public 
accountability, more effective faculty development programs, and 
strategic decision-making by individual faculty members and grad¬ 
uate students. 

First, the typology may be salient cross-institutionally. Since 
the mid-1990s, a number of national organizations and founda¬ 
tions have been interested in fostering cross-institutional conver¬ 
sations about ways to document publicly engaged scholarship for 
cross-institutional comparisons and national rankings. A number 
of organizations have convened national conversations about the 
significance and impact of publicly engaged scholarship, including 
the Committee on Institutional Cooperations Committee on 
Engagement; two subcommittees of the Association of Public and 
Land-grant Universities (APLU, formerly NASULGC), namely the 
Council on Engagement and Outreach, and the Commission on 
Innovation, Competitiveness, and Economic Prosperity; Campus 
Compact; the Kellogg Foundation; and the Carnegie Foundation 
for the Advancement of Teaching. This typology, grounded in 
the daily practice of faculty members, may be of interest to these 
groups as they continue to find ways to promote engaged scholar¬ 
ship nationally, especially through standardized benchmarks and 
metrics. 

Second, institutional leaders may benefit from the typology 
as well. In an age of increasing public accountability, institutional 
leaders are challenged to move beyond the rhetoric of engagement 
to detail the real contributions their faculty members make for the 
betterment of society. The lack of language that is both specific (not 
generalized institutional rhetoric) and encompassing (not couched 
in the discourse of any particular discipline) poses a challenge. 
This typology, when coupled with institutional data, may serve as 
the basis for institutional leaders to communicate with external 
stakeholders about the myriad ways faculty members collaborate 
with community partners to improve the world around them. 

Third, the typology could be used as the basis for more effec¬ 
tive faculty development programs. Instead of referring to publicly 
engaged scholarship as an ill-defined, monolithic set of activities, 
faculty developers could use the typology as a starting point for 
faculty conversations around different types of commonly accepted 
engagement in different departments and different disciplines. 
With these distinctions in mind, they may identify more effec¬ 
tive and strategic approaches to skill building for publicly engaged 
scholarship. For example, the skills required for community-based 
learning are different from those needed for commercialization of 
research and creative activities. 
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Finally, individual faculty members and emerging engaged 
scholars may benefit from the typology as they make choices about 
their involvement in publicly engaged scholarship. Many young 
scholars, especially those trained at research-intensive universi¬ 
ties, have found that their doctoral education did not prepare 
them for professional lives as engaged scholars (Applegate, 2002). 
The typology, especially when coupled with institutional and dis¬ 
ciplinary perspectives, may be an effective way for young scholars 
to envision professional pathways to publicly engaged scholarship 
(Doberneck, Brown, & Allen, 2010). 

Conclusion 

Although the researchers certainly advocate for differentiating 
among different types of publicly engaged scholarship, they do not 
believe that any one type of publicly engaged scholarship is inher¬ 
ently more valuable than another. As The Research Universities 
Civic Engagement Network (TRUCEN) advocates (Stanton, 2008), 
so too do the researchers support the idea that different types of 
publicly engaged scholarship are appropriate for and responsive to 
different contexts, mediated by community needs, faculty interests, 
institutional priorities, and disciplinary concerns. The researchers 
simply hope that this typology, based on empirical analysis of fac¬ 
ulty work, allows institutional leaders, faculty members, faculty 
developers, emerging engaged scholars, and other researchers to 
begin sharing a common, concrete language, grounded in the fac¬ 
ulty experience, unconstrained by disciplinary discourse, and free 
from institutional rhetoric. 
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